The Freedom of Self-​Consciousness

Stoicism, Scepticism, and the Unhappy Consciousness

1.  In the first half of the discussion of self-consciousness, we caught our first glimpse of the structure of Spirit: the synthesis of both social substance and self-conscious individuals by mutual recognition among particular desiring consciousnesses.  We saw there how both the Master [Herr] and Slave [Diener] misunderstand this structure according to a model of independence.  Each mistakenly takes it that the Master can be, in and for himself, what he takes himself to be, without in any way depending upon the recognition or activity of the Slave.  We saw further how what Spirit is implicitly or in itself expresses itself in the metaphysical irony that in adopting a strategy of independence in recognition and the satisfaction of desire, the Master in fact ensures that he will achieve exactly the opposite of what he intends, and so show himself precisely to be dependent on the Slave for both recognition and the satisfaction of desire.  Finally, we saw how within what is for herself a merely dependent consciousness, the Slave by pursuing the satisfaction of desires that are merely abstract or ideal for her (because felt only by the Master) nonetheless can be seen to achieve thought. We can see in thinking the emergence of a new sort of freedom, in which dependence and independence mutually presuppose and condition one another.  In itself the self-consciousness that is for itself merely dependent reveals itself as free insofar as it thinks.  

2.  The exposition or Wiederholung of the experience of self-consciousness conceiving itself under categories of independence makes this emergence of the freedom of thought available to us, who occupy the phenomenological point of view.  The same point emerges only darkly for the phenomenal self-​consciousnesses that are our object, however.  The account labeled "The Freedom of Self-Consciousness" canvasses three further strategies whereby that freedom can still be misunderstood according to categories of independence and dependence.  Stoicism, Scepticism, and the Unhappy Consciousness all fail to appreciate the social nature of self-consciousness.  Stoicism and Scepticism both mistake the freedom of thought for a sort of authority over things in virtue of which the thinker is independent and the things are dependent upon it.  This power of independent authority is disjoined from any social context.  The Stoic and the Sceptic understand themselves as independent in the sense of Mastery, but their mastery taken to be exercised over the objects of thought rather than over its subjects.  The Unhappy Consciousness projects the relation between independent and dependent consciousness, and understands itself as the Slave of a heavenly Master.  

3.  Each of these is a strategy for understanding self-conscious individuality, without acknowledging the interdependence of its various moments.  As a result, each seizes "one-sidedly" on a different formal aspect of that individuality, as the one essential to it.  Thus Stoicism focuses exclusively (and so abstractly) on the universal aspect of individuality, its function as recognizing or constituting consciousness, the sense in which taking it so is making it so, for consciousness.  Accordingly it can be identified with the attempt to make what things are in themselves coincide immediately with what they are for consciousness.  Scepticism focuses exclusively (and so abstractly) on the negative aspect of individuality, the difference between recognizing and recognized consciousness, the distinction between what things are in themselves and what they are for consciousness, which expresses itself, indeed forces itself on us, in the movement of experience.  The Unhappy Consciousness focuses exclusively (and so abstractly) on the particular aspect of individuality, its dependent existence as recognized or constituted consciousness, being for another.  Accordingly, all employ (what we will come to recognize later, in the exposition of Spirit, as alienated) categories of independence and dependence.  Stoicism and Scepticism treat individuality as independent and seek to identify themselves with that independent element.  They are strategies for mastering the changeable, contingent world that constrains us.  The Unhappy Consciousness treats individuality as dependent, and identifying itself with the merely particular, seeks to overcome it.

4.  The exposition proceeds in the tripartite structure we are accustomed to from the discussion of Consciousness.  There is an introductory paragraph, [197], which tells us something about what we will be able to gather from our rehearsal of the experience of self-consciousness misunderstanding itself in the various ways presented in this section.  The discussion of Stoicism then occupies paragraphs [198] to [201], and the discussion of Scepticism paragraphs [202] to [206].  The treatment of the Unhappy Consciousness in introduced for us in paragraphs [207]-[214].  The discussion of the Unhappy Consciousness is itself divided into three parts.  The first, "the pure inner heart", is dealt with in paragraphs [215] to [217].  The second, "work and enjoyment", is dealt with in paragraphs [218] to [222].  Finally, the third form of Unhappy Consciousness, renunciation or asceticism, is dealt with in paragraphs [222] to [230].   

5.  The large problem that begins to emerge in this section, and which will be with us throughout the discussion of Reason, is how to reconcile two different roles that individual self-consciousness plays.   On the one hand, each individual self-consciousness is dependent on and responsible to something other than itself, in both its work on things (that have natures) and its recognition by others (that have histories).  It is bound by norms, and in being assessed according to them is determinately acknowledged.  On the other hand, individual self-consciousness is independent in that it is responsible for assessing, that is, determinately acknowledging, others.  Apart from its recognizing and assessing activity, there is no social substance, and no binding universals (determinate norms or concepts).  This latter dimension of independence expresses the certainty of self-consciousness, what things, including itself, are for it.  The former dimension of dependence expresses the truth of self-consciousness, what things, including itself, are in themselves.  The conceptual challenge is to find a coherent way of conceiving this dual structure, according to which self-consciousness as individual is both constrained and constraining, both constituted and constituting, both assessed and assessing.  We, of course, have seen in the social story about mutual recognition the outlines of the resolution Hegel will finally endorse. But this resolution is not yet explicit for the phenomenal self-​consciousnesses that we consider.  

6.  The specific form of this problem that exercises the phenomenal self-​consciousnesses canvassed under the headings of Stoicism, Scepticism, and the Unhappy Consciousness concerns the irreconcilability of a conception of authority and responsibility that has a determinate content with a conception of such authority as independent.  The basic arguments are recognizable as versions of those we saw already in the discussion of perception, where the issue arose with respect to the determinateness of properties, and so of the objects that instantiate them, in the context of a conception of properties that requires them to be what they are independently of how other properties are.  Variations of this argument will be with us throughout the Phenomenology.  It will emerge in the discussion of Reason that the concept of determinate authority, or of someone being bound or obliged by a contentful norm, essentially depends on the social distinction between the point of view of a performer who is being assessed and that from which the performance is assessed.  Thinking includes the application of determinate repeatables, which can be applied correctly or incorrectly.  Insofar as a repeatable has a determinate content, the correctness of its application in particular circumstances depends on the correctness of applying other repeatables as well, to which the first is linked inferentially or by incompatibility.  In the case of Stoicism and Scepticism in particular, Hegel thinks their misunderstanding of the freedom of thought in terms of independence shows itself (to us) in its failure to make explicit what is implicit in the possession by its states of determinate content.  

7.  In the discussion here, Hegel introduces a consideration that was not in play in the exposition of Consciousness, though it arises already in the Introduction.  This is the idea that the only way determinate content can be conferred on a concept is by the movement of actual experience.  It is an actual history of application in concrete circumstances, and in concert with a particular collection of fellow concepts whose applicability is taken to be required or precluded by that of the concept in question that that concept can acquire determinate boundaries between correct and incorrect application. Experience is the crucible in which are forged the concepts consciousness has available to form and express desires, no less than beliefs.  The various ways in which the conceptual contents must answer concretely to each other in experience, where the movement of consciousness corresponds to finding itself with incompatible commitments, is required for them to have determinate contents.  Incompatibility is significant only for and in this process.  The moment of independence of the object of knowledge is what is manifested in such experience, as what the object was taken to be in itself reveals itself, via incompatibilities, as in fact (recall Hegel's more-​​than-​merely-​idiomatic use of the phrase "in der Tat") only what it was for consciousness.  That moment of independence of the object, Hegel argues, is essential for the possession by our concepts of determinate content.  Stoicism, Scepticism, and the Unhappy Consciousness all attempt to conceive of determinately contentful thought in abstraction from the process of experience that engenders and informs it.  Their self-conceptions are doomed to inadequacy (from our point of view) because of this commitment to determinate conceptual contents that are independent of the experience undergone by individuals.  We are to learn the lesson that there is no content without constraint, which is a mode of dependence.  Let us look at how this lesson emerges in the different strategies that can be pursued in attempting coherently to conceive consciousness solely in terms of independence.

8.  Consider Stoicism:

Its principle is that consciousness is a being that thinks, and that consciousness holds something to be essentially important, or true and good only in so far as it thinks it to be such. [198]

The freedom of thought is conceived in terms of the moment of independence consciousness has as recognizing.  The distinction between what things are for consciousness and what they are in themselves, we saw in the Introduction, becomes explicit for consciousness itself in experience.  The Stoic idea is that since consciousness is sovereign with regard to what things are for it, that distinction can be enforced by experience only insofar as consciousness permits it.  Experience, we saw, arises already for merely desiring organisms.  A primitive but still paradigmatic case is that in which an animal takes or treats something as food by "falling to without further ado and eating it up."  On occasion, however, this taking will show itself to be a mistaking.  The object reveals itself as ultimately inedible--disgusting and unnourishing.  What the animal in practice initially takes the object to be in itself, namely food, is displayed as only what the object was for consciousness. The Stoic's strategy for denying the moment of independence of the object, and hence the moment of dependence of consciousness, that becomes manifest in this sort of experience is reinterpretation.  Experience can only enforce the distinction between what things are in themselves and what they are for consciousness in virtue of the incompatibility of one taking with another--treating as food by eating with treating as noxious by vomiting.  But these incompatibilities are determinate differences for consciousness only insofar as they are posited by it, which is to say they constrain it only insofar as it is committed to them.  There are three ways one can appeal to the sovereignty of consciousness as taker or recognizer to try to evade what is implicit in such an experience.  One can deny that in vomiting one has in practice classified what was eaten as disgusting and not nourishing, that is, alter the significance of this response.  Or one can deny that in eating one has in practice classified what was eaten as food, that is, alter the significance of that response.  Or one can deny that the two concepts one has applied to one thing by eating it and vomiting it back up are incompatible. This is what the Stoic is expressing in saying for instance that although my performance had the consequence of causing me pain, this forces me to acknowledge that things are not just as I was taking them to be in producing that performance only if I acknowledge that pain is a bad thing, or that my performance expressed an expectation or commitment incompatible with its painfulness.  Since it is within my power, as free in thought, to withhold such acknowledgments, it is within my power to deny the independence of things or their constraint on me, in spite of my experience. 

9.  The trouble with this strategy, as Hegel goes on to point out, is that although I do have the power to apply or not to apply a concept to any particular situation, my willingness to reinterpret the concept ad hoc has consequences for the content such applications ought to be taken to express: 

"The content, it is true, only counts as thought, but also as thought that is determinate..."[201].  What content is retained by my classification of something as a pain if I am entirely unconstrained in what things I am permitted to classify as pain, and what follows from so classifying something?  If I can alter the circumstances of appropriate application of that concept by denying that what I have in my stomach is a pain, and can alter the appropriate consequences of its application by denying that having a pain is a bad thing, how am I to be understood as having undertaken a determinate commitment in calling something a pain?  Unless the use of an expression or the application of a concept is constrained by incompatibilities and inferential relations to other concepts, it does not have determinate content.  Inconstancy of concepts robs them of their content if the freedom of thought is understood as independence by emphasizing reinterpretation.

The manifold self-differentiating expanse of life, with all its detail and complexity, is the object on which desire and work operate.  This manifold activity has now contracted into the simple positing of differences in the pure movement of thinking.  [199]

Since I have the power to redraw the lines around concepts that determine correct and incorrect application in particular cases, I can always redraw them so as to avoid constraint by the myriad details that manifest themselves in experience.  But if this moment of independence is inflated so as to exclude dependence entirely, it becomes impossible to see what I am doing as drawing lines at all.

Hence freedom in thought, too, is only the Notion of freedom, not the living reality of freedom itself.  For the essence of that freedom is at first only thinking in general, the form as such, which has turned away from the independence of things, and returned to itself.  But since individuality in its activity should show itself to be alive, or in its thinking should grasp the living world as a system of thought, there would have to be present in thought itself a content for that individuality, in the one case a content of what is good, and in the other of what is true...

But here the Notion as an abstraction cuts itself off from the multiplicity of things, and thus has no content in its own self but one that is given to it.  Consciousness does indeed destroy the content as an alien immediacy [Sein] when it thinks it; but the Notion is a determinate Notion, and this determinateness of the Notion is the alien element which it has within it...

The True and the Good, wisdom and virtue, the general terms beyond which Stoicism cannot get, are therefore in a general way no doubt uplifting, but since they cannot in fact produce any expansion of the content, they soon become tedious.  [200]

The content of genuinely constraining concepts is elaborated and developed in experience precisely because of the "alien element" experience has within it. Banishing this element of dependence from one's conception of experience is also banishing determinate content from one's thoughts.

10.  The Stoic strategy for conceiving the freedom of thought according to the model of independence can accordingly be seen (by us) to be inadequate, because of the incompatibility of its conception with the determinateness of the contents of thought, to which it is implicitly committed.  The related Sceptical strategy for conceiving the freedom of thought according to the model of independence will reveal itself as inadequate in just the same way. Scepticism is a "polemical bearing towards the manifest independence of things," specifically, that "the independent things in their differences from one another are for it only vanishing magnitudes,"[202].  The Sceptical self-consciousness expresses its conception of itself as independent in practice by asserting its sovereignty as an assessor or determinate recognizer.  It refuses to endorse or commit itself to anything, refuses to authorize or take responsibility for any claim.  Its independence consists in its refusal to allow its consent to be compelled.  It is acting in this way that counts as adopting a "negative attitude towards otherness".  The strategy by which this negative attitude is enacted is retail and piecemeal.  There is no master sceptical hypothesis such as an appeal to dreaming.  It proceeds rather by finding each specific claim or goal proposed as a candidate for endorsement determinately wanting in its justification.  

Point out likeness or identity to it, and it will point out unlikeness or non-identity; and when it is confronted with what it has just now asserted, it turns round and points out likeness or identity.[205]

It will appeal to some claims to point out flaws in the warrant of another, but when pressed to defend these retreats, denies commitment, and points out reasons for disbelieving them as well.  The Sceptical self-consciousness shows itself independent of the power of the supposedly independent objects it talks about precisely by being able to take both sides of any question.  

...like the...self-willed children...who by contradicting themselves buy for themselves the pleasure of continually contradicting each other.[205]

In the end, every commitment is found wanting, defeasible by the ingenuity of the assessor.  

11.  Recall that in the Introduction scepticism is characterized as misunderstanding the negative lesson that ought to be learned from experience having the structure of unmasking the way we took things to be in themselves as merely the way they are for consciousness.  Where we ought to see determinate negation, the revelation of specific inadequacies of conception, scepticism sees only abstract negation, the revelation of the general inadequacy of all conceptions.  Experience, showing us that what we took to be real is merely a misleading way in which something else appears, is accordingly for it not the career by which consciousness educates and cultivates itself (its Bildung), but only a path of despair.  When the unmasking that is the implicit structure of experience is made explicit, Hegel calls the result "dialectic".  Thus his account of the experience of perceiving consciousness he denominates the dialectic of Perception.

Dialectic, as a negative movement [Bewegung], just as it immediately is, at first appears to consciousness as something which has it at its mercy, and which does not have its source in consciousness itself.  As Scepticism, on the other hand, it is a moment of self-consciousness, to which it does not happen that its truth and reality vanish without its knowing how, but which, in the certainty of its freedom, makes this 'other' which claims to be real, vanish. [204] 

Rather than being a passive and uncomprehending subject of experience, self-consciousness understanding itself as sceptical is a restless agent, producing explicit dialectical recipes for thwarting each determinate inclination to endorse (for instance to classify something particular as falling under a universal, that is repeatable, concept).  In adopting this attitude, Scepticism is not entirely wrong-headed.  To think of it that way would be precisely to put abstract negation where determinate negation belongs, the mistake characteristic of the sceptic.  There is an important grain of Hegel's eventual truth, though grasped one-sidedly in the way we will later come to be able to diagnose as expressing an alienated structure of Spirit, in the idea that experience is something we do, as well as being something that happens to us.  This independence ought to be grasped as one aspect, balanced by a corresponding dependence, though.  It is this that Scepticism characteristically refuses to acknowledge.

12.  The problem with this way of working out in practice a conception of self-consciousness as independent and unconstrained is this.  On the one hand, in the small, the sceptical consciousness addresses itself (albeit negatively) to determinately contentful claims and projects, and appeals to determinately contentful claims incompatible with these, in order to preclude endorsement of them.  On the other hand, in the large, it denies that endorsement of those claims and projects is ever in order.  One of the lessons we learned from the dialectical rehearsal of the experience of perceiving consciousness is that determinateness of content requires standing in relations of material incompatibility and material inference to other contents, the central senses of Hegel's "determinate negation" and "mediation".  Clearly offering a dialectical refutation of some candidate claim presupposes the idea that commitment to or endorsement of the content of that claim is precluded by commitment to or endorsement of others, offered in refutation.  But what sense does this sort of incompatibility of content make if all endorsement is precluded?  Similarly, inference is a matter of commitment or entitlement preservation.  But if the notion of entitlement is empty, if commitment is never in order, these relations too are empty.  The applicability of the concept of determinate contents presupposes a certain framework of relations they can stand in to each other.  Those relations in turn presuppose that judgements and other commitments understood as having those contents can be in order, and that when one is in order it can preclude and entail others.  Talk of semantic content already involves commitments regarding the pragmatic role played by what has that content. 

13.  Thus Scepticism is in no better a position than Stoicism to reconcile its understanding of itself as independent in its takings with the determinate content of those takings.

What Scepticism causes to vanish is not only objective reality as such, but its own relationship to it, in which the 'other' is held to be objective  and is established as such...

What vanishes is the determinate element, or the moment of difference, which, whatever its mode of being and whatever its source, sets itself up as something fixed and immutable ["unwandelbarer", B version has "unmittelbarer", immediate]. [204]

The determinate element is what constrains, in refutation or justification of an endorsement.  The constraint or dependence that becomes explicit in those dialectical performances is implicit in experience.  The determinate incompatibilities and inferential involvements that articulate the contents of claims arise in the practical process of commitment and refutation that is experience, as Hegel conceives it.  The trouble with Scepticism is that while it expresses its self-certainty as mastery in dialectical refutation that essentially depends on the determinateness of what refutes and is refuted,

This self-certainty does not issue from something alien, whose complex development was deposited within it, a result which would have behind it the process of its coming to be. [205]

It is the dependence on or answerability to the objects we think about expressed practically in the movement of experience that gives our thought its determinate content.  Scepticism, like Stoicism, one-sidedly insists on its independence from constraint by this process, denying that there is any way things are in themselves that what they are for us is answerable to, and so like it too in not being entitled to the notion of determinate contents to which it must help itself in order to compel surrender of commitment to certain contents.

14.  We can see that Scepticism nonetheless does represent an advance over Stoicism.  Self-consciousness understanding itself as Sceptical identifies itself with negation not only abstractly, in the sense of the universality of recognizing, assessing, or taking, as Stoicism did, but also concretely.  For it identifies itself with negation as the debunking movement of experience, which it makes explicit in dialectic.  We have just seen that this is implicitly incompatible with denying the moment of dependence of consciousness on its objects that is manifested in experience.  For Scepticism denies that it is constrained by experience, while its practical attempts to show its independence of such constraint by dialectical undermining of all endorsements presupposes inferential and incompatibility relations among determinate contents of thought, which can only be made sense of in the context of actual practices of endorsement and the constrained revision of endorsement in experience.  

In Scepticism, consciousness experiences itself in truth as in itself a contradictory consciousness. From this experience emerges a new form of consciousness which brings together the two thoughts which Scepticism holds apart...This new form is, therefore, one which knows that it is the dual consciousness of itself. [206]

The new form of consciousness is explicitly for itself the contradiction that Scepticism is implicitly, or in itself.  That is, it will attain in its certainty to what Scepticism is in truth.  This is something we can see, not something that need be explicit either to Scepticism or to the new form of self-consciousness.  The expressively progressive or explicitating relation between these is, as always, something phenomenologically discerned, not something explicit to the phenomenal self-consciousnesses in question.  Its "emergence" out of Scepticism is accordingly for us, not for it--it need have no attitudes towards Scepticism at all. 

15.  The new form of consciousness is explicitly aware both of the moment of independence or authority of consciousness, according to which things are something for it, are recognized, assessed, classified by it, and the moment of dependence or responsibility of consciousness, according to which things are something in themselves, to which recognitions, assessments, and classifications must answer.  It is further explicitly aware that, according to its (alienated) misunderstanding of what independence and dependence mean, these two moments are incompatible.  

Its truth returned into itself, or its reconciliation with itself will, however, display the Notion of Spirit that has become a living Spirit, and has achieved an actual existence, because it already possesses as a single undivided consciousness a dual nature.  The Unhappy Consciousness itself is the gazing of one self-consciousness into another, and itself is both, and the unity of both is also its essential nature.  But it is not as yet explicitly aware that this is its essential nature, or that it is the unity of both.  [207]

If it understood how these are reconciled in the freedom of individual self-consciousnesses in a social substance instituted by mutual recognition, that is, if it grasped the essentially social structure of Spirit, it would be for itself what it is in itself.  Since it does not grasp the social structure that alone can reconcile these diverse moments, it introjects them and understands its self as an individual as already containing them, although they are incompatible in one individual.

[T]he duplication which formerly was divided between two individuals, the lord and the bondsman, is now lodged in one.  The duplication of self-consciousness within itself, which is essential to the Notion of Spirit, is thus here before us, but not yet in its unity: the Unhappy Consciousness is the consciousness of self as a dual-natured, merely contradictory being.  [206]

16.  Another expression of the defectiveness of the conception that the Unhappy Consciousness has of the individuality that it is in fact [Hegel's "in der Tat" would be apt here as an expression of his view as to what this individuality really consists in] is that it takes the two sides of its dual nature to be the contribution of two different kinds of thing, which it understands to be independent of, as well as contradictory to each other.  It is for itself the collision of two incompatible sorts of thing.  On the one hand, there is a merely particular, desiring, animal.  As such it is subject to the movement of experience, as what things are for its desire answers in practice to what they are in themselves.  In this way it is a thoroughly dependent, contingent, empirical being.  On the other hand there is a universal, independent being, a heavenly Master who is beyond the dependence manifested in experience, and so for whom there is no distinction between what things are in themselves and what they are for it.  Hegel calls this the Unchangeable [das Unwandelbare].  These reifications as independent of two moments of actual self-conscious individuality, its falling apart into particularity and universality that cannot then be reconciled, is a consequence of not grasping the true social structure of individuality constituted by mutual recognition.  Just as Stoicism and Scepticism still employ the model of independence and dependence as Mastery and Slavery, while losing sight of its essentially social nature, so too does the Unhappy Consciousness.  But where they identify with the independence of the Master, the Unhappy Consciousness identifies with the dependence of the Slave.  It takes it that it ought not to desire, as though it were independent, but that what things are for it ought to be purely dependent on the universal, unchangeable, purely independent heavenly Master.  Its experience is accordingly structured as the attempt to negate or overcome its particularity.  In this practical commitment to overcoming its merely natural actual particularity in service of what is for it still ideal universality, self-consciousness that understands itself as Unhappy is pursuing a version of the project of pride that fundamentally distinguishes human from merely natural being. This is a higher, more developed form of pride than Mastery, even Mastery in the form of thought in Stoicism and Scepticism, in that the Unhappy Consciousness recognizes itself as an individual who does not exercise independent or autonomous authority over things and selves, but which is responsible to or bound by the authority of and so dependent upon the universal--the Unchangeable that is the form in which it acknowledges bindingness in general.

17.  The dialectic that rehearses for us the experience of the Unhappy Consciousness comes in three parts.  The first stage in its reconstructed progress corresponds to an understanding of the dependence of its particular self on the universal as devotion, or the pure heart.  It consists in a simple and inarticulate awe of the authority it is bound by.  The second stage corresponds to an understanding of the dependence of its particular self on the universal as work.  It consists of exercising the actual skills and powers of the particular desiring being in the service of the universal.  The third stage corresponds to an understanding of the dependence of its particular self on the universal as renunciation.  It consists in the actual sacrifice of its concrete particularity, by giving up its will or authority to decide for itself what things are for it, how it will classify them, by giving up its property, or authority over the products of its labor, and by giving up its understanding, or authority to say what its classifications mean.  Unhappy Consciousness in general, as it appears to us, is introduced in the text in paragraphs [206] to [214].  Its appearance to itself as devotion is discussed in paragraphs [215] to [217].  Its appearance to itself as work and service is discussed in paragraphs [218] to [222].  Finally, its appearance to itself as renunciation and asceticism is discussed in paragraphs [222] to [230].  

18.  Although the Unhappy Consciousness does not take itself to have a kind of authority that is both independent and determinately contentful, the features whose implicit incompatibility showed us the inadequacy of the self-​conceptions of Stoicism and Scepticism, it does take the Unchangeable universal being to have such authority.  The incompatibility of independence and determinate contentfulness manifests itself again in the first two stages of the Unhappy Consciousness.  In the first self-conception, the implicit casualty of this conflict is determinateness, while in the second it is independence.

In this first mode...it is only a movement towards thinking, and so is devotion.  Its thinking as such is no more than 

the chaotic jingling of bells, or a mist of warm incense, 
a musical thinking that does not get as far as the Notion...

What we have here is the inward movement of the pure heart which feels itself, but as agonizingly self-divided, the movement of an infinite yearning which is certain that its essence is such a pure heart, a pure thinking which thinks of itself as a particular individuality...[217] 

Devotion does not reach the level of thought.  It remains completely inarticulate.  It is without determinate content because it is not articulated in terms of material incompatibility and inferential relations in the way that only the products of the rough and tumble of experience can be.  Understood as a form of merely abstract, indeterminate dependence, and so lacking determinate dependence, this feeling lacks a determinate object to answer to as well.  Retreating into inner feeling, Unhappy Consciousness taking itself to be devotion achieves at most a subjective sense of its individuality.  

But...the return of the feeling heart into itself...is the pure heart which for us or in itself has found itself...

this feeling is, in itself, a feeling of self...Thus it comes forward here as self-feeling, or as an actual consciousness existing on its own account.  [218]

We can see something of the individuality that it is implicitly, in itself or for us, being expressed in this merely felt self-certainty, albeit one-sidedly in being separated from the determinate objective constraint that is required to give that self-consciousness truth.  With our realization that experience and determinate responsibility to objects are essential for actual individual self-consciousness, we turn our attention to the second form of Unhappy Consciousness, which seizes on this aspect of individuality to the eventual cost of its conception of itself as a purely dependent particular related to a purely independent universal.

19.  The second species of self-conception under the heading of the Unhappy Consciousness takes the practical form of immersing itself in actual transformation of a recalcitrant world--in work, and therefore in determinate desire and experience.  At the same time, conceiving of itself as the servant of a heavenly Master, it disclaims responsibility both for the desire, since it pursues the Lord's universal ends, not its own particular ones, and for the universal skills it exercises in its particular activity.

In the struggle of the heart and emotions the individual consciousness is only a musical abstract moment.  In work and enjoyment which make this unsubstantial existence a reality, it can directly forget itself, and the consciousness of its own particular role in this realization is cancelled out by the act of thankful acknowledgment.  [223]

...the particular individual gives thanks, i.e. denies itself the satisfaction of being conscious of its independence, and assigns the essence of its action not to itself but to the beyond...[222] 

This giving thanks is an explicit relinquishing of responsibility and acknowledging of authority.  It is a strategy for reconciling a conception of the individual self as a merely dependent particular bound by the authority of a purely independent universal with the availability of determinate concepts whose contents are the products of a process of development in experience through application in concrete practical activity.  The Unhappy Consciousness as abstractly devoted holds fast to its pure dependence and lets slip its grasp of determinate contents.  The Unhappy Consciousness as concretely working holds fast to determinate contents and lets slip its pure dependence. This is how things are for us, but this consequence of its strategy is not explicit for the phenomenal self-consciousness itself.

[T]he Unhappy Consciousness merely finds itself desiring and working; it is not aware that to find itself active in this way implies that it is in fact certain of itself, and that its feeling of the alien existence is this self-feeling.  Since it is not explicitly aware of this certainty, its inner life really remains a still incomplete self-certainty; that confirmation which it would receive through work and enjoyment is therefore equally incomplete.  [218]

20.  Although this self-conception is committed to denying the concrete enjoyment that is the sense of one's own individual actuality in the experience of concrete practical activity, a freedom that includes a moment of independence, this commitment is unmasked as mere appearance by its actual experience.  Consider the tactic used to renounce responsibility for the determinately contentful powers exercised in the work of service to the universal.  According to this self-conception, the dependent particular stands in a concrete, practical relation to a world of stubborn objects.

That relation to actuality is the changing of it or working on it, the being-for-self which belongs to the individual consciousness as such.  

But, in this relation, it is also in itself or has intrinsic being; this aspect belongs to the Unchangeable beyond and consists of faculties and powers, a gift from an alien source, which the Unchangeable makes over to consciousness to make use of.  [220]

The active force appears as the power in which actuality is dissolved; for this very reason, however, the consciousness to which the intrinsic or essential Being is an 'other', regards this power which it displays in its activity to be the beyond of itself. [221]

But this assignment of responsibility for determinate powers to something beyond is contradicted by experience.  For the powers one finds oneself exercising in skillful work are not given as full blown talents, but must be developed through experience, confronting the determinate independence of objects with the determinate independence of one's takings and makings.  They are determinately contentful precisely as products of this sort of process of development.  Acknowledging this point is incompatible with a conception of the active experiencing individual as purely dependent.  

For though consciousness renounces the show of satisfying its feeling of self, it obtains the actual satisfaction of it;

for it has been desire, work, and enjoyment; 

as consciousness it has willed, acted, and enjoyed.  [222]

We can see that the second form of the Unhappy Consciousness is one in which that consciousness is implicitly guilty.  For the practical aim its activity is in service of is the cancellation of its individuality, which it identifies with mere particularity.  But actually and in-itself it enjoys that individuality in its work, that is it concretely expresses, develops, and identifies with it.  

...the result is the renewed division into the opposed consciousness of the Unchangeable [Unwandelbaren], and the consciousness of willing, performing, enjoying, and self-renunciation itself which confronts it; in other words, the consciousness of independent individuality in general. [222]

Self-feeling and individuality developing through experience re-assert themselves against the independent and Unchangeable.

21.  Our realization of this point shows us the inadequacy of the strategy by which this self-conception seeks to understand itself as a determinately contentful individual according to a model of abstract dependence upon the authority of an independent universal.  So we turn our attention to another strategy.

With this appears the third relationship or process of this consciousness, which proceeds from the second as a consciousness that has truly proved itself to be independent, by its will and its deed. [223]

The essence of the third form of the Unhappy Consciousness is the renunciation or surrender of the individuality that is not successfully suppressed by understanding itself in terms of work in service of the universal.  The attempt is to "free itself from action and enjoyment, so far as they are regarded as its own," and to cast away "its own freedom of decision and herewith the responsibility for its own action," [228].  The concrete exercise of authority and responsibility, which is what we have begun to see individuality to consist in, is to be relinquished.  The Unhappy Consciousness is committed to abdicating from these constitutive normative statuses.  We can see that the second form of Unhappy Consciousness still retains authority and responsibility of three different sorts.  First, it retains the right to decide for itself what is right and wrong, the difference between applying a universal correctly and incorrectly, what it should do or not do.  Second, it retains some of the product of its labor, and enjoys its particular individuality as expressed objectively in those possessions.  Third, it retains its grasp of the determinate contents of its thought (see [229]).  By giving these up, as a retrospective remark later on in the text tells us, "The Unhappy Consciousness renounces its independence, and struggles to make its being-for-self into a Thing," [344].  

22.  The other strategies we have seen the Unhappy Consciousness employ to overcome its particularity and acknowledge what it takes to be its mere dependence on the universal that binds it are inarticulate devotion or abstract awe and concrete work as dedicated as service.  The third strategy employed to secure this renunciation, total sacrifice, takes the form of deferring to a mediator. 

This mediated relation is thus a syllogism, in which the individuality, initially fixed in its antithesis to the in-itself, is united with this other extreme only through a third term...

This middle term is itself a conscious Being, for it is an action which mediates consciousness as such; the content of this action is the extinction of its particular individuality which consciousness is undertaking.  [227]

These are supposed to form a complete set, because the strategy of devotion focuses on the universal aspect of individuality, losing contentfulness because it ignores the necessary contribution of particularity.  The strategy of service focuses on the particular aspect of individuality, the actual application of the universal to, or its realization in particular cases. Although in this way determinate content is indeed secured, the way it is secured depends essentially on activity by the individual, so that the universal does not appear as purely independent and the individual, still conceived as merely particular, as purely dependent.  The third strategy focuses on the individual, as mediating between the particular and the universal.  In grasping the essential role of the individual as mediator, this form of Unhappy Consciousness has made explicit to itself an important feature of the actual structure of self-conscious individuality--the dependent consciousness realizes that its relation to the universal is mediated by its relation to another individual.  This insight appears still only in a flawed and partial form, because the Unhappy Consciousness does not recognize itself in the person of the mediator.  The asymmetry of this relation, in which the Unhappy Consciousness relinquishes all authority and responsibility to another individual who does not do the same to it, is the vestige of the conceptual model of independence retained in virtue of the Unhappy Consciousness' commitment to its own pure dependence on the universal.  Progress is made in that the relation of the particular consciousness to the in-itself conceived as a beyond is correctly taken essentially to depend on its social relations to another self-consciousness.   This truth is evidently a development of that achieved by the Slave.

23.  The third form of the Unhappy Consciousness, though ultimately unsuccessful as a way of reconciling a conception of determinately contentful merely particular self-consciousness with a commitment to its thorough-going dependence on an utterly independent universal, does achieve a genuine ontological transformation that will turn out to be important later.  For insofar as it succeeds in sacrificing itself, in deferring its authority and responsibility to that of the mediator, it shows in actual concrete practice that it does not identify with this actual, particular animal that it takes itself to be.  This is, paradoxically under the circumstances, an exercise of pride, identifying oneself with an ideal that one is for oneself rather than with what one actually is in oneself.  

Only through this actual sacrifice could it demonstrate this self-renunciation.  For only therein does the deception vanish which lies in the inner acknowledgment of gratitude through heart, sentiment, and tongue, an acknowledgment which indeed disclaims all power pertaining to its own independent existence, ascribing it all to a gift from above, but which in this very disclaimer, holds on to its own particular existence, does so outwardly in the possessions it does not surrender, inwardly in the consciousness of the decision if has itself made, and in the consciousness of its content which it has itself determined, which it has not exchanged for one coming from outside, which last would fill it up with what is meaningless for it.  [229]

Human history is kicked off by the project of pride, in the form of self-consciousness understanding itself as mastery.  Progress is represented by the final form of the Unhappy Consciousness even though it still conceives of itself according to the alienated model of unqualified independence and dependence, insofar as we can still see pride at work, even though the sacrificing consciousness takes itself to be, in itself, the dependent pole of the alienated structure.  

24.  What is beginning to emerge for us, and will be pursued in the next part of the exposition, is a lesson concerning:

This unity of objectivity and being-for-self, which lies in the Notion of action, and which therefore becomes for consciousness essence and object...

that in principle action is only really action when it is the action of a particular individual.  [230]   

Accordingly, we turn our attention from the conception consciousness has of its self to the conception it has of its action.  This is discussed under the heading of Reason because "Reason is purposive activity,"[22].

